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CIFOR'’s Global Comparative
Study (GCS-REDD+)

* Started since 2009

* To support REDD+ policy arenas
and practitioner communities with

- information
- analysis
- tools
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Strengths

weaknesses
of PES

How PES payment
Is used and managed ?

Does these payments help
to improve ES ?

and
— Research

methods

Who + factors influence
3Es ?
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Results from questionnaire in 55 villages

Ngoc Chién

Phiéng khosi

Chiang Co.

 Building Infrastructure
' 8uying equipment for community

= Payment for forest protection groups

= Distributing equally to households

B Loans with low interest to support or diversify

livelihood incomes
= Other activites
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= Building Infrastructure

= Buying equipment for community.

5 Payment for forest protection groups

= Distributing equally to households

8 Loans with low interest to support or diversify

livelihaod incomes

= Other activites
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Ban Ngoai

Ban Hom

Chieng Yén

In Chieng Co commune

= Building Infrastructure

' Buying equipment for community

= Payment for fores protection groups

= Distributing equally to households

= Loans with low interest to support or diversify
livelihood incomes

B Other activities

Phieng Khoai commune
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NgOC Chien commune ® Who decide how PES payments are used ?
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= Auditing in 3 communes
= Who manage PES payment? 9
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= How mass organisations use PES payments ?

Results from 7 villages

= Meeting

= Payment for forest protection groups
= Mua dung cu bio vé rimg.

o response
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Poverty reduction strategies = Figure 5. 1-The role of individuals and organisations in
each villages
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* If you have question on PES, who will you contact to ask = Percentage of money spent for each activities in 7
for information and clarification? studied villages
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Do you participate in deciding how PES payment used ?

% of people received PES payments
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= Percentage of male and female who participate in
deciding PES payment

. = Male.
 female

Wom  chieng¥en  BoRom  KimChungl KimChung2  Phay rate
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Advantage of PES
Usefulin supporting
™ Community facilities

" SupportFPG
Additionalincome

ES are enhanced

] .
Awareness raising

Weakness of PES

30, 3% 3% = ow payment for FPG
¥ Not continuous

= People cannot access to $
= Unknown sources

" Inequity

= Not transparent

" Not accountable

Conclusion and suggestion

Policy and institutional

- PES payment progress is slow, do not achive results as
expectation + lack of guidelines s

«- High transaction costs

«- Difficulty in addressing forest service providers due to large
scope

- Viéc thanh, kiém tra, kiém toan tinh hinh thwc hién chi tra
cua quy ay théc dwoc thyc hién bédi moét ban kiém nhiém gom
cac thanh phan lién quan sé khong dwoc chat ché bdi vi sé
khéng c6 tinh chuyén nghiép va chiéu sau The PES payment
monitoring and auditing was implemented by ban kiém nhiém

leads to unprofessional

Policies and Institutional

= PES policies related to many other forestry policies

= The existing of communities which were not allocated
land and forest land but play important role in forest
protection and development as Protection forest
management board, Special — use forest management
board, other organizations...

" PES payment depends on forest categorization
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Local PES implementation

« PES is used for 4 major activities including buying/upgrading
equipments for community facilities, building infrastructure, payment for
forest protection groups and distributing equally to households. Amongst of
them distributing equally to households is dominant.

BUT:

v Money was distributed too small > no impact on livelihood -> no
motivation for forest protection

v'People do not receive PES payment due to corruption and
bureaucracy

v"Some communities followed fixed guidance - ineffective utilisation

v'Lack of information and feedback system

v The level of effectiveness varied from one location to the others and
greatly influenced by the type of forest protection and management
activities, the accountability and the voice of villages leaders, the
community spirit and the existence of clear and well-enforced
village regulations. b

OR
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Local PES implementation

v'Low level of participation of local people

v'Awareness raising increase, impact on ES unknown
v Forest is under threat because the increasing need of
agriculture production --> ? Conditionality and
permanence ??7? no or ineffective monitoring system in
place ?

v'The impact of PES on poverty reduction varied from
two lens: community level (+) and households level (-).

Suggestion

v'Balance between effectiveness vs. efficiency, equity vs.
efficiency (what people want and perceived as equity and
how the money should be spent efficiently).

v Proper monitoring system and better information system

v Manual ?

v’ Support local needs (e.g. study tour)

ducting research to inform polcies and practices that affect forests in developing

res within the Consultative Group on Intemational
Agricultural Research (CGIAR). CIFOR's headguartars are in Bogor, Indonesia. It also  CGIAR
has offices in Asia, Africa and South Amenca

Thinking beyond CIFOR advances human welleing, nvironmental consarvation and equty by |

the canopy
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